
STOP 



Early Journal Content on JSTOR, Free to Anyone in the World 

This article is one of nearly 500,000 scholarly works digitized and made freely available to everyone in 
the world by JSTOR. 

Known as the Early Journal Content, this set of works include research articles, news, letters, and other 
writings published in more than 200 of the oldest leading academic journals. The works date from the 
mid-seventeenth to the early twentieth centuries. 

We encourage people to read and share the Early Journal Content openly and to tell others that this 
resource exists. People may post this content online or redistribute in any way for non-commercial 
purposes. 

Read more about Early Journal Content at http://about.jstor.org/participate-jstor/individuals/early- 
journal-content . 



JSTOR is a digital library of academic journals, books, and primary source objects. JSTOR helps people 
discover, use, and build upon a wide range of content through a powerful research and teaching 
platform, and preserves this content for future generations. JSTOR is part of ITHAKA, a not-for-profit 
organization that also includes Ithaka S+R and Portico. For more information about JSTOR, please 
contact support@jstor.org. 



RECENT CASES 435 

Master and Servant — Injury to Servant — Duty of Inspection. — 
Johnston v. Syracuse Lighting Co., 86 N. E. (N. Y.) 539. — Held, that 
it is the duty of a lineman, before going onto the cross-arm of an electric 
light pole to fix wires, to inspect the cross-arm as to its being strong and 
sound enough to hold him. 

The master personally owes to his servants the duty of using ordinary 
care and diligence to provide for them a reasonably safe place to work, 
and is bound to inspect it from time to time, and to use ordinary care to 
discover and to repair defects in it. Dixon v. Western Union Tel. Co., 
71 Fed. 143. It is held that a telephone company which undertakes to 
inspect its poles, as most companies do, will be liable for injuries to a 
lineman by the fall of the pole if it neglects to use reasonable care to see that 
the pole is safe. McGuire v. Bell Tel. Co., 167 N. Y. 208. But inasmuch as a 
servant will be presumed to have notice of, and to have assumed the risks 
incident to all dangers and defects, which to a person of his experience and 
understanding are, or ought to be patent and obvious ; Wood v. Heiges, 83 
Md. 257 ; it seems to be good law, as held in at least one other case similar 
in facts to Johnston v. Syracuse Lighting Co., supra, that the lineman is 
competent to, and should inspect the cross-arm upon which he is about 
to trust his weight. Flood v. Western Union Tel. Co., 131 N. Y. 603. 

Master and Servant — Master's Liability for Injuries to Servant — 
Warning and Instructing Servant. — Cleveland, C, C. & St. L. Ry. 
Co. v. Perkins, 86 N. E. 405 (Ind.).— Held, that a master need not warn 
and instruct employees who are under no disability of dangers patent to 
persons of ordinary intelligence. 

The general rule is that a master is not bound to give his servants 
notice of ordinary dangers, where they are obvious or apparent to any- 
one of common intelligence, well known to servant, or subject to ordinary 
observation. Findlay v. Russell Wheel & Foundry Co., 108 Mich. 286; 
Eisenberg v. Fraim, 215 Pa. 570. One court defines an obvious danger, 
with reference to the character of an employment, to be one that is dis- 
coverable in the exercise of that reasonable care which persons of ordinary 
intelligence may be expected to take of their own safety. Hardy v. 
Chicago, R. I. & P. Ry. Co., 115 N. W. 8. (la.). Another court holds that 
where it does not appear that there was a statutory duty to give a warn- 
ing, no obligation rests upon the master to give such warning. Toledo, 
St. L. & W. R. Co. v. Cross, 127 111. App. 204. When the danger, how- 
ever, is not so apparent to a person in the exercise of ordinary care, a 
master is bound to warn the servant. Bowen, Jewell & Co. v. Adams, 129 
Ga. 688; W. A. Gaines & Co. v. Johnson, 32 Ky. Law Rep. 58; Owensboro 
Stave & Barrel Co. v. Dougherty, no S. W. 319 (Ky.). 

Master and Servant — Railroads — Engineers — Risk Assumed. — 
Pearsall v. New York Cent. & H. R. R. Co., 112 N. Y. Supp. 872.— Held, 
that where an experienced locomotive engineer knew of the improper 
location of a semaphore, and was injured in an accident resulting there- 
from, no action would lie for injuries sustained. 



